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APPLICATION FOR REVIEW 
 
 Allband Communications Cooperative (Allband), pursuant to Section 1.115 of the 

Commission’s Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.115, respectfully requests Commission review of the Wireline 

Competition Bureau’s (WCB’s) February 22, 2018 Order in these dockets (Appendix A hereto).   

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

 Allband acknowledges and greatly appreciates several favorable findings presented in 

WCB’s February 22, 2018 Order, including: (i) the determination of Allband’s qualification for 

per-line reimbursement in the amount of $457 per-line; (ii) the finding that Allband’s per-line 

costs justify a finding of $457 per-line in USF support commencing with July 1, 2016; (iii) the 

Order’s restart of Allband’s per-line reimbursement effective February 1, 2018; (iv) the finding 

that Allband should also be reimbursed an additional $207 per-line (for a total of $457 per-line), 

retroactive from August 1, 2017 through January 2018; and (v) favorable findings that Allband’s 

cost accounting is now determined to be reliable.  This Application for Review thus does not 

seek review of those portions of the WCB’s February 22, 2018 Order that are favorable to 

Allband. 

 On March 20, 2018, Allband received a letter from the Universal Service Administrative 

Company (USAC), attached as Appendix B, purporting to calculate the implementation of the 

WCB order.  While the WCB Order and USAC letter lacks clarity in some respects, the 

combined effect of the WCB Order and USAC letter appear to determine the following:  (i) The 

total period of time for the claw-back applies from 2012 to July 20, 2016 (Order, paragraphs 25-

26); (ii) USAC’s letter determined that Allband was “overcompensated $92,323 between July 

2012 and July 20, 2016;” (iii) The Order, paragraphs 29-30, requires USAC to offset the claw-back 

amount by the additional $207 per loop per month times the number of loops for the time period of 
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July 20, 2016 (the release date of the July 2016 Waiver Order) until August 1, 2017;1 (iv) For the 

six month period from August 1, 2017 – January 31, 2018, a retroactive payment will be made to 

Allband in the amount of no more than $207 per loop per month.  The USAC’s letter calculates 

this amount as $185,422, to be issued as part of the February 2018 support payments to be 

disbursed to Allband in March.2 

II. QUESTIONS PRESENTED BY REVIEW 

 Allband’s Application for Review seeks Commission review of those portions of the WCB 

Order that denies relief in part to Allband or which lack clarity at this time, which matters include 

the following questions: 

 (1) Whether the WCB Order arbitrarily and unreasonably fails to reimburse Allband for 

a proper and reasonable additional per-line amount, for the period July 2016 through July 2017, 

which USAC calculates in the amount of $335,742; 

 (2) Whether the WCB Order, by its action identified in Question 1, and without any 

explanation or reasoning, arbitrarily and unreasonably imposes upon Allband a substantial 

unreasonable and unjustified penalty; 

 (3) Whether the WCB Order is incomplete and lacks clarity with respect to the matters 

referenced in issues (1) through (2) above; 

                                                            
1 This is the period of time for which Allband asserts a further refund is due to Allband. 
2 The WCB Order (paragraph 19 and footnote 47) states that Allband is granted the lesser of $457 
per loop per month or support based on actual costs per loop; during this period Allband should be 
fully refunded for the difference between $250 per loop per month and either $457 per loop per 
month or a lower amount based on actual cost per loop.  Allband generally agrees with the USAC 
determination regarding the August 2017 through January 2018 refund amount (see attached 
Affidavit of Timothy Morrissey, Appendix C hereto, paragraph 4). 
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 (4) Whether the WCB Order (paragraph 24) erroneously finds that Allband’s January 

12, 2017 Emergency Waiver Petition with supporting documents and analysis is moot, when in 

fact the Emergency Petition remains highly relevant because it establishes that Allband’s per-line 

costs for fixed investment or other costs is $375 per-line, wholly aside from any disputed 

employee time or cost accounting allocations identified by USAC, and documented in their 

September 23, 2015 Memorandum.   

 (5) Whether the WCB  Order (paragraphs 27 and 28) arbitrarily and unreasonably 

rejects, or misunderstands, Allband’s request for recognition of, and reimbursement for, the 

amount Allband was “shorted” by the July 2012 Waiver Order; Allband’s request was not seeking 

to recover costs above the 2012 interim cap; 

 (6) Whether the WCB Order (as challenged in part herein) is contrary to statutory 

provisions and the goals of the Commission’s 2011 Rulemaking Order and the other various orders 

applicable to Allband, and is contrary to the public interest.  

III. FACTORS WARRANTING COMMISSION CONSIDERATION OF QUESTIONS 
FOR REVIEW PRESENTED BY ALLBAND 

 Allband asserts that several factors warrant the Commission’s consideration of the 

questions presented above pursuant to the criteria stated in the Commission’s rule Section 

1.115(b)(2), 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(b)(2), which states: 

(2) The application for review shall specify with particularity, from among the 
following, the factor(s) which warrant Commission consideration of the questions 
presented: 

(i) The action taken pursuant to delegated authority is in conflict with statute, 
regulation, case precedent, or established Commission policy. 

(ii) The action involves a question of law or policy which has not previously 
been resolved by the Commission. 

(iii) The action involves application of a precedent or policy which should be 
overturned or revised. 

(iv) An erroneous finding as to an important or material question of fact. 

(v) Prejudicial procedural error. 
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 As discussed further in Section IV, infra, Allband meets all of the above criteria warranting 

Commission consideration of the review questions presented by Allband  herein. 

 Specifically, under Rule 1.115(b)(2)(i), the WCB Order in part is in conflict with statutory 

provisions, and the Commission’s own policy and goals as stated in its Rules, Rulemaking Orders, 

and also Waiver Orders applicable to Allband.   

 Pursuant to Rule 1.115(b)(2)(ii), the WCB Order involves questions of law or policy, with 

respect to the issue questions presented above, that have not been previously resolved and remain 

pending before the Commission, or before the WCB or USAC pursuant to delegated authority.   

 Pursuant to 1.115(b)(2)(iii), the WCB Order involves an application of precedent or policy, 

or in part the application of same, which should be overturned or revised, or which remains yet to 

be resolved, requiring needed clarification and completion of procedures by delegation to the 

WCB with the assistance of USAC.   

 Pursuant to Rule 1.115(b)(2)(iv), the WCB Order in part involves an erroneous or yet 

undetermined finding as to an important or material question of fact, namely, determinations 

regarding the proper and reasonable amount of USF reimbursements that should be refunded to 

Allband.   

 Pursuant to Rule 1.115(b)(2)(v), the WCB Order, constitutes prejudicial procedural errors 

in failing to determine or resolve the important questions presented above, and which appear to 

impose an unspecified and arbitrary penalty to Allband, without any explanation or reasoning, and 

without any clear procedure for Allband to participate in the redetermination and elimination or 

reduction of the referenced penalty.   

IV. ALLBAND’S REQUESTED CHANGES TO THE WCB ORDER 

 Allband, pursuant to this Application for Review, and Rule 1.115(b)(3) and (4), requests 

the Commission to reverse that portion of the WCB Order which: (i) arbitrarily and without any 
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explanation and reasoning, withholds justified USF reimbursement support from Allband for the 

period July 2016 to August 2017, and for the shorting of Allband’s recovery under the 2012 

Waiver Order; (ii) that fails to explain any reasonable basis for imposing upon Allband a penalty 

which would deny the proper per-line reimbursement due to Allband; and (iii) that fails to 

recognize that, at minimum, an undisputed amount of $375 in per-line support to Allband is 

justified to cover fixed investment or other costs that have no relevance or nexus to Allband’s 

compliance with the Commission’s cost allocation accounting or affiliate rules, and which were 

not even with the scope of the WCB or USAC reviews as assigned by the Commission in its July 

2016 Order.   

 Allband requests that this relief can be delegated to the WCB with the assistance of USAC, 

with a fair process for Allband participation, to resolve and clarify these remaining aspects of the 

WCB Order.  Allband specifically states and proposes that the subject part of the WCB Order 

should be changed to provide for the reimbursement or recoupment of per-line support to Allband 

based on USAC’s calculations of an additional total amount of $335,742, to include $243,419 for 

the reimbursement shortfall for the period July 2016 to August 2017, and an amount relating to the 

2012 Waiver Order.  Allband also asserts that the WCB Order should be changed to remove any 

unexplained penalty imposed upon Allband.   

 As a “worst case” alternative, if a penalty were to be imposed upon Allband over Allband’s 

objection, Allband asserts that, under any scenario, said penalty cannot reasonably include the 

$375 per-line amount that arises from Allband’s fixed and other costs having no relevance or 

nexus whatsoever to the FCC’s cost allocation rules, or to the accounting reviewed by USAC or 

the WCB.  To clarify further, Allband asserts that any potential alternative penalty, after 

recognizing the $375 per-line costs, should be eliminated or further minimized in view of the 

claw-back subtraction, the unintentional nature of Allband’s accounting misallocations, and 
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Allband’s diligent and exhaustive efforts to bring Allband’s accounting into compliance with 

the Commission’s Rules. 

 Allband also requests that the WCB Order should be changed to provide a prompt and fair 

process for completing the calculation of a net additional reimbursement or recoupment to Allband 

which incorporates Allband’s input and participation.   

V. DISCUSSION IN SUPPORT OF ALLBAND’S APPLICATION FOR REVIEW 

 Allband asserts that the WCB Order has arbitrarily and unreasonably denied $243,419 of 

Universal Service high cost recovery for the period July 20, 2016 through July 31, 2017, after the 

netting for claw-back.3  In addition, the WCB Order arbitrarily and unreasonably rejects an 

additional amount that Allband was shorted under the 2012 Waiver Order, and which should be 

added to Allband’s net reimbursement refund.4 

 The Morrissey Affidavit, attached as Appendix C to this Application for Review, fully 

details and supports the additional reimbursement justified for the period July 2016 to August 

2017, and also the amount the WCB Order has arbitrarily and unreasonably denied reimbursement 

to Allband that Allband was shorted by the 2012 Waiver Order.  Referencing the March 20, 2018 

USAC letter (Appendix B to this Application for Review), the Morrissey Affidavit states that 

USAC has apparently concluded no amount is due for the July 20, 2016 through July 31, 2017 

disbursement period, and that USAC’s approach denies Allband an essential cost recovery for that 

disbursement period in the amount of $243,419 (being the difference between the $335,742 prior 

period adjustment and the $92,323 claw-back) which “serves to penalize Allband without clear 

explanation and support.”5 

                                                            
3 See Affidavit of Tim Morrissey, Appendix C hereto, paragraphs 2 and 4. 
4 See attached Affidavit of Tim Morrissey, Appendix C, paragraph 8. 
5 Id, paragraphs 3(a) through (e), and paragraph 4. 
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 The Morrissey Affidavit also states that Allband worked diligently and in a timely manner 

to comply with FCC rules and USAC reviews, and that “it is unclear why a penalty would be 

imposed on Allband.”6   

 The Morrissey Affidavit also presents a “worst case” alternative if the FCC and USAC 

were to impose a penalty, stating that Allband’s support should not be reduced below $375 per-

line/month for the July 20, 2016 through July 31, 2017 disbursement period.7  Morrissey’s 

Affidavit (Appendix C hereto) references Allband’s January 12, 2017 Emergency Petition, with 

supporting Affidavits and analysis to that Petition (including Morrissey’s Affidavit and Appendix 

D thereto), that justified an undisputed support amount to Allband of $375 per-line/month, based 

on the undisputed costs from USAC’s September 23, 2015 Memorandum reviewing Allband’s 

compliance with FCC accounting and cost allocation rules, and which fixed or other costs 

(justifying the $375 per-line support) were not even within the scope of the cost allocation rules.8  

Thus, if a penalty were to be imposed, the worst case alternative scenario would have to preserve 

the $375 per-line cost reimbursement to Allband.  The Morrissey Affidavit calculated that a $375 

per-line/month support level for the July 20, 2016 to July 31, 2017 disbursement period would be 

$241,605, which would yield a net difference to Allband of $149,262 after netting the USAC 

calculated claw-back of $92,343.9   

 Under this worst case alternative penalty scenario, this would represent the “worst case” 

cost recovery to Allband for the July 20, 2016 through July 31, 2017 disbursement period (net of 

the claw-back amount).10  The Morrissey Affidavit also clarified, however, that he recommends 

                                                            
6 Id, paragraphs 5. 
7 Id, paragraphs 5, 6, 7. 
8 Id paragraph 6. 
9 Id, paragraph 7. 
10 Id, paragraph 5, 6, 7. 
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the full reimbursement for this period (after claw-back), and not the lower “worst case” scenario.  

This recommendation of no penalty would also be consistent with Allband’s request and the 

rationale stated in bold on pp 5-6, supra, of this application. 

 Allband also requests that the Commission pursuant to this Application for Review 

reconsider and clarify the provisions of part of paragraph 27, and of paragraph 28, of the WCB 

Order, which stated in relevant part: 

 27. Allband requests that the Commission consider two offsets to any 
claw-back.  First, Allband claims it was “shorted” by the July 2012 Waiver Order 
because it could not collect support for 2011 and 2012 cost studies; and… 

 28. With respect to Allband’s first claim, we deny its request.  The July 
2012 Waiver Order granted Allband “the lesser of high-cost universal service 
support based on its actual costs or the annualized total high-cost support that it 
received for the period July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2012.” [fn omitted].  While 
true that Allband was precluded from recovering additional fixed or sunk costs for 
2011 or 2012 incurred prior to the USF/ICC Transformation Order, the same was 
true for all carriers.  The July 2012 Waiver Order did provide Allband support 
above the amount it would have received absent a waiver.  We will not offset any 
claw-back with support Allband believes it should have received but was not 
awarded.  This decision is especially appropriate here because the Commission did 
not authorize any carriers to receive the support that Allband requests we factor into 
a claw-back. 

 
 The WCB Order on this issue is arbitrary, unreasonable, and unsupported by any facts or 

explanation of any kind, and for several reasons:   

 (i) while the WCB Order calculates a claw-back going back to 2012, the Order fails to 

consistently consider the manner in which Allband was shorted for the same contemporaneous 

period resulting from the “across-the-board” presumptive impositions of the USF/ICC 

Transformation Order, in disregard of Allband’s unique circumstances, as well documented in the 
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2005 Order11 and 2012 order12 applicable to Allband, and now the WCB’s own February 2018 

Order;13  

 (ii) while the WCB Order forthrightly admits “that Allband was precluded from recovering 

additional fixed or sunk costs for 2011 or 2012 incurred prior to the USF/ICC Transformation 

Order, the WCB Order fails to recognize that Allband, as a new entity, was completing its capital 

investment program in those years to carry out its duties under Orders of the FCC, the Michigan 

Public Service Commission granting Allband licenses and authorizations, and pursuant to the RUS 

loan that provided for said construction program; logically, if the WCB goes back retroactively to 

2012 with respect to its claw-back review, it should also consider the inclusion of these 

inadvertently excluded costs in redetermining a proper and reasonable reimbursement of support to 

Allband;  

 (iii) the WCB Order’s observation that the exclusion of these costs “was true for all 

carriers” is wholly unexplained and unsupported, and appears presumptively erroneous; there 

appears no basis to assume that any other carriers were subject to the same disallowance or 

                                                            
11 For example, a 2005 FCC Order granted Petitioner Allband’s waiver of certain FCC rules to 
allow Allband to be treated as an Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (ILEC) for NECA (National 
Exchange Carriers Association) pooling and USF purposes.  FCC Order In the Matter of Allband 
Communications Cooperative Petition for Waiver of Sections 69.2[hh] and 69.601 of the 
Commission’s Rules in WC Docket No. 05-174, 20 F.C.C. Rcd. 13566 (2005).  The 2005 Order 
recognized that Allband’s provision of services to the unserved/unassigned areas would be costly 
on a per-line basis, but would be consistent with the 1996 Act.  The 2005 Order, paragraph 19, 
specifically concluded that “[b]ased on the record . . . these waivers are in the public interest 
because they will facilitate the ability of Allband to serve previously unserved areas.” 
12 In the Matter of Allband Communications Coop Petition for Waiver of Certain High-Cost 
Universal Serv Rules, 27 F.C.C. Rcd. 8310 (2012). 
13 In the Matter of Connect America Fund, Allband Communications Cooperative Petition for 
Waiver of Certain High-Cost Universal Service Rules, DA 18-177 (February 22, 2018). 
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exclusion, and this conclusion appears inconsistent with the Commission’s own findings14 and 

with the USF budget information;15 the reality is that WCB makes no showing (and Allband 

believes there exists no basis for any showing) for the WCB’s Order’s finding that “This decision 

is especially appropriate here because the Commission did not authorize any carriers to receive the 

support that Allband requests we factor into a claw-back.”  WCB has not identified any other 

carriers that could qualify for, or requested, this relief; the WCB simply ignores the very unique 

circumstances of Allband that have been repeatedly found in previous WCB or agency  orders in 

2005,16 2012,17 and now in 2018;18  

 (iv) the fact that the July 2012 Waiver Order “did provide Allband support above the 

amount it would have received absent a waiver” constitutes an unexplained distractive irrelevancy; 

Allband received that Waiver Order on its own independent merits, which does not justify denial 

of a recoupment to Allband of the referenced amount shorted when determining a claw-back 

reconciliation at this time; the proper conclusion is that the above-referenced shortfall should be 

recognized as a further reimbursement to Allband to resolve this case matter. 

                                                            
14 The Commission’s USF/ICC Transformation Order, paragraph 273, stated: 

 273. For calendar year 2010, out of a total of approximately 1,442 incumbent 
LEC study areas receiving support, fewer than twenty incumbents received more than 
$3,000 per-line annually (i.e., more than $250 monthly) in high-cost universal service 
support; all of those study areas were served by rate of return companies.450 

15 The USF budget for the same year suggests that, in comparison to the annual $4.5 billion USF 
budget, that fewer than 20 out of 1,442 incumbent LEC study areas received more than $3,000 per-
line annually (more than $250 per month) in USF support, with an overall USF budget impact of 
less than $15 million, and that $99% of incumbent LEC study areas received USF support under 
the $250 monthly amount. 
16 Id, fn 11. 
17 Id, fn 12. 
18 Id, fn 13. 
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 (v) There exists, at minimum, a lack of clarity with respect to the WCB Order 

concerning the 2012 Waiver Order issue as discussed in the Morrissey Affidavit, Appendix C 

hereto, paragraph 8. 

 Allband also asserts that the grant of this Application also would be consistent with 

previous orders applicable to Allband and would  permit Allband to move forward without 

expending yet further substantial amounts of time and expenses on these repetitive matters, and to 

allow Allband to redirect its resources to meeting the goals of the Congress and the Commission to 

expand telecommunications and broadband and services in unserved areas of Northeast Michigan. 

 In support of the above, the accompanying Affidavit of Allband General Manager Ron K. 

Siegel (Appendix D hereto) requests the Commission to reconsider its decision to withhold 

retroactive USF support due Allband between the period July 6, 2016 and July 2017.19  The denial 

of this reimbursement would cause Allband to lose a considerable amount of funding which is 

desperately needed for capital investment, revenue generation, loop growth, network maintenance 

and to strengthen Allband’s ability to restructure its loan with RUS.20  Granting these funds will 

also strengthen Allband’s ability to continue to provide high quality and reliable voice, 9-1-1 ILEC 

services and broadband to its customers, and to continue operations as an ILEC 

telecommunications carrier in its otherwise underserved exchange.21  The Siegel Affidavit also 

details the several steps that Allband undertook to comply with and pursue the goals stated by the 

Commission in its July 25, 2012 Waiver Order, such as:  (1) reduction of expenses, including a 

formal challenge to State of Michigan property taxation and mitigation thereof; (ii) to pursue 

                                                            
19 Affidavit of Ronald K. Siegel, Appendix D, paragraph 4. 
20 Id, paragraph 4. 
21 Id, paragraph 4. 
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revenue enhancement strategies, which included Allband’s creation of the subsidiary, Allband 

Multimedia, to provide full reliable broadband services in its immediate region of Northeast 

Michigan pursuant to an outright RUS grant of several million dollars; (iii) and to work with the 

RUS with respect to meeting its loan obligations and seeking some deferrals of principal payments 

in recent months.22  The Siegel Affidavit further details why the reimbursement of additional funds 

(over that apparently provided for in the February 22, 2018 WCB Order) is necessary and 

comports with the statutory purposes of the Universal Service Fund, and is in the public interest in 

order for Allband to (i) meet its ILEC duties; (ii) to assist with seeking a restructuring of its RUS 

loan; (iii) to provide needed capital to alleviate the severe impacts of the reduction in Allband’s 

per-line support as of July 2016; (iv) to provide capital to fund efforts to increase its loops and 

reduce Allband’s reliance on waivers on a prospective basis; and (v) to address Allband’s 

dangerously low and insufficient cash flow.23 

 Allband requests the above clarifications and relief from the referenced portions of the 

WCB Order, for several compelling reasons:   

 (i) the July 20, 2016 Commission Order24 and the February 22, 2018 WCB Order,25 

appear to acknowledge that the reduction in per-line support to $250 per-line effective July 2016 

was an interim temporary measure, and not a permanent reduction or denial of a proper amount 

of per-line support, pending completion of a prompt review by USAC and the WCB of Allband’s 

cost allocation accounting and to obtain a determination of what Allband’s per-line support 

should have been, and should be;  

                                                            
22 Id, paragraphs 5, 6, 7. 
23 Id, paragraph 8.. 
24 Connect America Fund, et al, WC Docket No. 10-90, Order and Order on Review, dated July 
20, 2016, FCC-16-94A1_Rcd (2016). 
25 In the Matter of Connect America Fund, Allband Communications Cooperative Petition for 
Waiver of Certain High-Cost Universal Service Rules, DA 18-177 (February 22, 2018). 
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 (ii) Allband, in compliance with the July 2016 Order, subsequently undertook exhaustive 

efforts to cooperate with USAC and the WCB to make any corrections to its cost accounting, and 

to establish a solid basis for its proper per-line support based upon Allband’s costs;  

 (iii) Allband has already expended exhaustive time and financial resources in establishing 

the grounds for several waiver petitions granted by the Commission, including the waiver 

petition leading to the WCB Order of February 22, 2018;26  

 (iv) the additional retroactive reimbursement requested above is also necessary to restore 

some modicum of financial stability to assist Allband in complying with its RUS loan 

requirements, and in seeking a restructuring of its RUS loan to assist in reducing Allband’s 

needed per-line support; 

 (v) the full net reimbursement of per-line support as requested above is also necessary to 

ensure that Allband can ensure the continuation of reliable service to its customers, maintain its 

network, and to pursue economically cost-effective additions in lines as recommended by the 

Commission or the WCB in its 2012 Waiver Order,27 and in the WCB’s February 22, 2018 

Order;28 and,  

                                                            
26 Allband’s previous waiver filings include: (1) Allband’s February 2012 waiver petition with 
supporting attachments; (2) Allband’s December 31, 2014 waiver petition with supporting 
attachments, and supplemental filing with attachments; (3) Allband’s November 12, 2015 response 
to the September 23, 2015 audit issued by Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC), 
with supporting attachments, and supplemental filings thereto, (4) Allband’s June 29, 2016 
Emergency Petition of Allband Communications Cooperative for Interim Partial Restoration of its 
Waiver of the Part 54.302 Rule; and (5) Allband’s nine-page handout analysis presented to the 
FCC staff at meetings held on June 28, 2016; (6) Allband’s January 12, 2017 Emergency Petition 
of Allband Communications Cooperative for Interim Partial Waiver of 54.302 Rule and for 
Increased Per-Line Support, WC Docket 10-90 et al., at 2-3 (filed Jan. 12, 2017) (Jan. 2017 
Emergency Petition); (7) Allband’s July 27, 2017 Petition of Allband Communications 
Cooperative for Waiver of the Part 54.302 Rule and for Increased Per-Line Support. WC Docket 
10-90 et al. (filed July 27, 2017)(July 2017 Petition). 
27 Id, fn 12 supra. 
28 Id, fn 13 supra. 
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 (vi) The grant of this Application for Review would also be consistent with and in 

furtherance of the goals and purposes of this Commission’s Order implementing the 2011 

Rules,29 and the waiver provisions therein, and with the Commission’s 2012 Order,30 and 

subsequent 2016,31 and 201832 Orders applicable to Allband referenced earlier, and also with the 

objectives and purposes of Congress as set forth in various statutes aimed at promoting the 

deployment of telecommunications and broadband services in rural areas of this nation.33 

 This Application for Review is supported by the attached Affidavit of Allband’s General 

Manager, Ronald Siegel, with his attachment 1 (Appendix D hereto) and by its accounting 

consultant, Timothy Morrissey, of the FWA, attached as Appendix C hereto, with supporting 

grounds, cost calculations and analysis, justifying the grant to Allband of the additional 

reimbursement requested herein.  These affidavits establish that Allband’s request for full 

reimbursement of its per-line support, and clarifications of same, would be in the public interest, 

and would assist Allband in meeting the goals asserted by the Commission or WCB in its 

                                                            
29 The WCB Order, Id, paragraph 3, referencing Connect America Fund et al., WC Docket No. 10-
90, et al., Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 26 FCC 17663 (USF/ICC 
Transformation Order) and Connect America Fund, et al, WC Docket No. et al, Fifth Order on 
Reconsideration, 27 FCC Rcd 14549, (2012) (Fifth Order on Reconsideration). 
30 Id, fn 12 supra. 
31 Id, fn 24 supra. 
32 Id, fn 13 supra. 
33 E.g., 1996 Amendments to the FCC Act, Section 214(e), 47 U.S.C. § 214(e); Section 253(b), 47 
U.S.C. § 253(b), Section 253(f), 47 U.S.C. § 253(f); Section 254, 47 U.S.C. § 254).  See also: the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 (“Farm Bill”), Pub. L. No. 110-234, § 6112(a), 122 
Stat. 923, 1966 (2008); amendments to Section 706, 47 U.S.C. § 1302(a) and (b) and Section 
1302(d)(1), 47 U.S.C. § 1302(d)(1), and other Section 706 amendments enacted in the Broadband 
Data Improvement Act (“Broadband Act”), Pub. L. 110-385, Title I, §§ 101, 103, 122 Stat. 4096, 
4096-97 (2008), 47 U.S.C. § 1303, and Section 1304, 47 U.S.C. § 1304.  Congress also enacted the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5, 123 Stat. 115 (2009), 
directing in Section 1305, 47 U.S.C. § 1305, the FCC to submit to Congress a National Broadband 
Plan, and Broadband Technology Opportunities program in Sections 1304 and 1305, 47 U.S.C. §§ 
1304 and 1305(k). 
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Orders, and would assist Allband’s upcoming request to the RUS for a restructuring of its loan 

issued by the RUS.   

VI. ALLBAND’S REQUESTED RELIEF 

 Allband requests, pursuant to this Application for Review, that the Commission issue its 

Order in determining that:  

 (A) Allband should receive an additional per-line reimbursement as requested herein; 

 (B) No penalty should be determined or rendered to Allband to reduce the requested 

additional per-line reimbursement requested by Allband herein;  

 (C) The WCB Order should be reversed in part as requested herein, or alternatively, 

that the Commission remand this matter to WCB to redetermine and grant the additional per-line 

reimbursement requested by Allband herein; 

 (D) The issuance of findings that the above relief is consistent with the public interest, 

and the goals established by the  Commission in its Rulemaking and previous waiver orders 

applicable to Allband, and the purposes and objectives of Congress in adopting several statutes 

aimed at promoting the deployment of voice and broadband services in rural areas such as that 

served by Allband; 

 (E) The grant of such further and consistent relief that is lawful and reasonable. 
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